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From: ~arber.Joshua@epamail.epa. ov S Sent: ~uesday, June 12, 2007 12: 0 PM 
TO: ~ o h n  Aubert (E-mail); LOU Williams (E-mail); 

martin@navy.mil; Glennie, steven/wDc; Tom Bass 
::?:r%er.Joshuaeepal?ail .epa.gov 
subject:  raft E ~ 0 1 0 g i ~ a l  Risk Assessment - Step 7. S i te  1 Surface Water 
andsediment - North Branch Potomac River 

EPA has completed i t ' s  review o f  the subject document and submits the fol lowing 
comments. 

we appreciate the opportunity t o  review and comment. 

Feel f ree  t o  contact me i f  you have any questions. 

sediment Tox ic i ty  Bioassay 

The document indicates tha t  the resul ts  o f  the bioassay are 
ambiguous. The BTAG has reviewed the data and concludes that  
t o x i c i t y  i s  clear1 y evident i n  the downgradient. sediment samples. 
The data demonstrate tha t  growth i s  more sensit ive than reproduction, 
but t o x i c i t y  i s  consistent <i.e., the samples wi th reduced 
reproduction also had suppressed growth). 

The corre lat ion analysis indicates tha t  t o t a l  PAHS have a consistent 
negative e f fec t  on amphipod growth and reproduction (Table 6-9). 
corre lat ion data f o r  ind iv idual  PAHs are not provided. The t o x i c i t y  
resul ts  are then used t o  derive no ef fects  concentrations (NOECs) f o r  
ind iv idual  PAHs (Table 6-10). The BTAG requests tha t  correlat ion 
parameters f o r  ind iv idual  PAHs be-included. These parameters would 
ind icate i f  cer ta in PAHS arendr iv ing the tox i c  ef fects  which may 
explain some o f  the v a r i a b i l i t y  betyeen samples. Moreover, the 
s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses used t o  determine a l l  o f  the NOEC values and 
i d e n t i f y  ou t l i e rs  should be provided t o  BTAG f o r  review and included 
as an appendix. EPA cannot conclude tha t  the NOECS presented are 
v a l i d  without reviewing t h e i r  derivation. 

The comparison o f  the NOEC values t o  sediment concentrations 
considers the data ar i thmet ica l lv  [Table 6-11). while t h i s  a~oroach 
i s  sui table f o r  a lake bottom, the -comparison- f o r  the r i v e r  needs t o  
be bv transect. This a~oroach w i l l  i d e n t i f y  any locations w i th in  the 
r i v e r  tha t  consistently' exceed r i s k  values Father than merging the 
data across the en t i re  segment. 

Benthic Community Surveys 

The BTAG has reviewed the data and does not agree w i th  several o f  the 
conclusions resented i n  the report. The changes i n  the metrics i n  7 ZOO2 during ow flow are more l i k e l y  t o  be a t t r ibu tab le  t o  increased 
contaminant exposure concentrations from reduced water volume. The 
lack o f  changes a t  Biota 1 and Biota 6 su por t  t h i s  in terpretat ion as I the ef fects  o f  low f low alone would have een consistent across the 
ent i re  segment o f  r i ver .  Effects res t r i c ted  t o  the contaminated 
r i v e r  se ment must be assumed t o  be.due t o  t o x i c i t y .  Although the 
flow conaitions f o r  2006 were not discussed, i t  i s  possible tha t  
exposure concentrations were lower due t o  an elevated volume o f  
water. Data on f low from the nearest gauging s ta t ion  during the 
months receding the survey should be presented i n  a table. During 
future 7 ow prec ip i ta t ion  years, ef fects  o f  contaminants could again 
be seen i n  the benthic macroinvertebrate community. 
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wh i le  cr icotopus i s  to1 erant  o f  conventional po l l u t an t s  (e.g . , 
ammonia, phosphates), t h i s  met r ic  r a t i n g  was not  based on 
contaminants a t  t h i s  s i t e .  Therefore, 1 t s  presence o r  absence can 
not  be used t o  resolve the cause o f  e f f ec t s  a t  t h i s  s i t e .  

Moreover, the  metr ics t h a t  have dr iven the  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences i n  
t o t a l  scores a t  each previous moni tor ing event (i .e., 
EPT/Chironomidae, EPT Abundance) were s t i l l  su pressed i n  2006. This 

T R e f f e c t  i s  pa r t i cu l a r1  evident a t  B io ta  4B - t e same l oca t i on  (sD09) 
w i t h  suppressed growt and reproduction i n  the bioassay. 
unfor tunately,  no b i o ta  sampling was conducted a t  t ransect  7, t he  
other sediment l oca t ion  t h a t  demonstrated both growth and 
reproductive e f f ec t s  i n  the  bioassay. 

Recommendation 

contaminants i n  the sediments are  t o x i c  i n  l abora to ry  assays. waste 
i s  s t i l l  present i n  the f l oodp la i n  and migra t ion o f  contaminants i n t o  
the r i v e r  i s  s t i l l  possib le.  The r i s k  t o  the  foundation o f  the  
aquat ic  food chain i s  s t i l l  elevated, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  years w i t h  
below normal p rec i p i t a t i on .  EPA recommends t h a t  continued moni tor ing 
o f  contaminants i n  the r i v e r  sediments i s  warranted u n t i l  the  
f l oodp la i n  s o i l s  have been remediated. Once the  source areas are  
remediated, the need f o r  removal o f  contaminated sediments i n  r i v e r  
should be reassessed based on sediment data co l lec ted  i n  the in te r im.  

Josh Barber(3HS11) 
Remedial Pro jec t  Mana e r  
~PL/BRAc/Federal Fac iy i  t i e s  Branch 
U.S. Environmental pro tec t ion Agency 
1650 Arch St reet  
Phi ladelphia, PA 19103-2029 
phone: 215.814.3393 


